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Die Entwickelung des Causalproblems von Cartesius bis Kant.
Studien zur Orientirung iiber die Aufgaben der Metaphysik
und Erkenntnisslehre. Von Dr. EDMUND KOENIG. Leipzig:
0 . Wigand, 1888. Pp. vi., 340.

Die Entwickelung des Causalproblems in der Philosophie seit Kant.
Studien zur Orientirung, &c. (Zweiter Theil.) Von Dr.
EDMUND KOENIG. Leipzig: O. Wigand, 1890. Pp. xii ,
488.

These substantial volumes form a piece of work that was well
worth doing, and is very well done. In the shape of studies of
particular thinkers, they include both a history, in effect con-
tinuous, of modern theories of Cause, and an independent discus-
sion of the scientific validity of the conception and its philosophical
basis. The author, it may be noted at the outset, proclaims
himself a Kantian; and being, as nearly as possible, a pure
Kantian, he finds much to agree with in English experiential
philosophy both before and after Kant. It is on the experiential
side of Kant that he especially dwells, one of his principal results
being the rejection—in reference to the conception of Cause—of
philosophic rationalism. Not merely the particular phenomena
that are thought of as causally connected, but the causal relation
itself, is given in experience. A mental " activity " is required to
turn the " given" order into a necessary connexion; but the
criteria by which we know that the relation is one of cause and
effect are wholly experiential. The rationalistic view of the
causal sequence, the notion of the effect as deducible from its
cause apart from previous experience, though not yet wholly
banished from scientific thought so far as it is uninformed by
philosophy, can no longer have any place in the philosophical
theory of science.

The rationalistic notion of Cause, as the author begins by show-
ing, was the predominant one at the opening of modern philosophy.
By Descartes it was expressly formulated, and over English
philosophy down to Locke it retained a powerful influence.
Cause was defined as that from which the effect follows with
necessity ; the conception of the effect being necessarily involved
in the conception of the cause. The starting-point was here given
by certain scholastic definitions; but the notion of Cause took its
distinctively modern character first from its combination with
the monistic doctrine of the unity of composition of all things,
and then from its expression in terms of the " mechanical
philosophy ". That it could be made use of for the actual explana-
tion of nature was owing to the genial employment, by the founders
of modern physics, of the method of analysis. Galileo's founda-
tion of dynamics, for example, was the result of the application
of analytical thought to experiences of motion. Such elements in
the phenomenon were distinguished as could be experimented
upon in sufficient isolation. Whatever discoveries mignt be made
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by experiment thus directed, it was nevertheless a long time,
before science attained the conception of an observed uniformity
as constituting a natural " law ". For Galileo, as for Descartes,
no proposition was entitled to rank as a " law " unless it could,
be deduced rationally from some immediately evident axiom.
The art, it is true, was in analysing complex relations into simple
relations that could be established or disproved by experiment;
but to the completed process the form of a deduction had to be
given. So long as the relations were those involved in the com-
munication of motion by contact, they appeared so obvious that
little question was raised as to pure deduction's being the ideal
method. The " mechanical philosophy" could look forward to a.
complete demonstration of aU natural processes from the defini-
tion of matter as having figure and impenetrability, together with
like simple definitions of motion and so forth. Newton's employ-
ment of the principle of " action at a distance" was regarded by
the "mechanists' 'as a falling off from this view; such action
not being deducible from their definition of matter: and even
Newton did not venture at once to reject the conception of a.
physical axiom as an immediately evident principle, and of a
scientific " law " as to be deduced from axioms. Gravitation
was asserted as something really occurring, though not in itself
immediately intelligible, that might in the future receive deduc-
tive explanation. The Newtonian principle, in the meantime,
was found to furnish a thoroughgoing scientific interpretation of'
the planetary motions such as the rigorous " mechanical"
doctrine could not give, and so tended to bring into vogue an ex-
periential philosophy for which ultimate natural laws were neither-
deducible from mere general axioms nor immediately evident..
Then, as scientific research made its way more and more into-
details, there went on an accumulation of observed uniformities,
that could not be deduced from any recognised principles. Such
uniformities also came to be called " laws, " and the conception
of a scientific law as a uniformity, whether deducible or not, at.
length became the prevalent one.

Partly promoting and partly promoted by the scientific move-
ment towards experientialism, there was a properly philosophical
movement. The Occasionalist school, anticipating later "Posi-
tivism," denied that there is any rationally deducible or im-
mediately evident connexion among natural events; nature, so-
far as accessible to Bcience, being regarded as " phenomenal," or-
as consisting of appearances without real " intelligible " relations
to one another. To natural science is refused the rational
character that Descartes strove to impress upon it. The only
recognised "cause," in the older sense, is the will of God. All
relations discovered by science are, therefore, arbitrary con-
nexions. It is not to be judged apart from experience what
connexions exist or do not exist in nature. There is a fixed
order in things, but no real efficiency. The efficient cause is-
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"metaphysical". A rationalistic metaphysic is thus combined
with an empirical and phenomenist view of natural law. Inde-
pendently, the English experiential movement made way.
Prom the ground of Locke's psychological criticism of know-
ledge.. Berkeley proceeded to a completely phenomenist view of
nature, and Hume to a phenomenism (in combination with scep-
ticism) extended universally. Theconception of thecausal relation
as a necessary connexion, involving an intelligible "power" of the
•cause to produce its effect, became untenable as far as the pheno-
menist view extended. With Berkeley it disappeared for cor-
poreal things, but not for " spirits " ; with Hume it disappeared
•altogether. Scientifically, no causal connexions—not even the
most "obvious" mechanical ones—could now be asserted prior
to experience. Influenced or not by this movement, the scientific
rationalism of Descartes, while it was carried forward, was also
made less rigorous. In Spinoza, indeed, it reached its consum-
mation ; but Leibniz, by his principle of " sufficient reason,"
prepared the way for an experiential view of natural law, com-
bined with an a priori theory of knowledge. Kant, as the author
maintains, brought the double development to a conclusion which
is, in essentials, definitive. Later thought, while it has not failed
to be penetrated to some extent by the Kantian criticism, and has
made great advances in detail, has yet recurred, more or less, on :

one side to rationalistic doctrines of the pre-Kantian type and on
the other side to pure experientialism. A return to the Kantian
• criticism is still necessary, in order to correct the results of thinkers
like Comte or Mill on the one side, and Herbarit or Lotze on the
other.

This is a general outline of what the author aims at showing
historically. Let us now try to follow him in more detail, bring-
ing out his most interesting points in relation to particular topics.

First, it may be useful to recapitulate the names of the thinkers
discussed. They are, in the first volume: Descartes, Malebranche
(as representing Occasionalism), Spinoza, Leibniz, Wolff, Crusius,
Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, the Scottish School
(Reid), Kant; in the second volume: Maine de Biran, Schopen-
hauer, Trendelenburg, Herbart, Lotze, Comte (omitted in the
table of contents), Mill, Ernst Laas and Carl Goering ("German
Empiricists"), Spencer, Eiehl, Hartmann and Volkelt ("Trans-
cendental Realists "), Wundt. The work is rounded off by a
general " Introduction," a special introduction (to the first
volume) on "The Causal Conception in the Natural Science
• of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries," and conclusions
(to the second volume) on " The Causal Conception in the
Natural Science of to-day" and "The Causal Conception in
the Psychology of to-day".

The maxim of Causality—or, more generally, of Uniformity of
Nature—whether it is explained according to rationalistic or

•experiential principles, may be stated either as a law of per-
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sistence or as a law of constant sequence- With the rationalists
of the seventeenth century, it tended to take the form of a law
of persistence of matter and " motion ". Simultaneity of cause
and effect, and the implication of effect in cause, result from the
purely logical view of the relation. To this view the ancient
position that nothing is created or destroyed was taken as equi-
valent, and was asserted for the whole history of the world, so
far as accessible to science. Revived Atomism asserted it for
matter; and by Descartes and Leibniz it was applied in different
ways to motion. Here, what the great speculative thinkers really
did was to " postulate " that in motion there is something quanti-
tatively constant. By purely rational deduction no approximately
accurate formulation of that which is constant was arrived at ex-
cept by accident. Leibniz's view that motion, when there is
question of its constancy, ought to be measured by vis viva and
not by momentum, could not be established deductively against
any other view. Yet it was the constant affirmation of such
extremely general principles, supposed to be axiomatic, that
pointed out the way to special investigators. The atomic hypo-
thesis has been taken up into exact science. So also the assertion
of constancy in "motion" got accurate formulation and proof,
when in recent times the law of Conservation of Energy was
experimentally established. A law of a certain type, or a very
general hypothesis, had all along been in view as a possible
means of co-ordinating phenomena. Scientific insight had only
to detect the right moment for recurring to the hypothesis, or for
seeking accurate experimental verification of a precise formula.

With the theories based on Gravitation and Natural Selection,
as might have been shown at length, the case is somewhat different.
Here an observed process, which had only been taken into account
within a small range, or had been incidentally generalised in a
more or less conjectural manner by some isolated thinker, was all
at once taken up and made the principle of a system of scientific
explanation of the highest generality. For this reason the achieve-
ments of Newton and Darwin are rightly looked upon as the
supreme expressions of scientific genius. Philosophic thought
had not so distinctly prepared for them as for the achievements
of Dalton and Joule.

The method of the rationalistic thinkers, we may say in general
agreement with Dr. Koenig, is to a large extent justified. A large
part of science owes its origin to philosophic thought ascending very
rapidly to the most general principles; and even where philo-
sophic thought has had less part in the origination of scien-
tific theories, bold speculation and hypothesis are just as
necessary as experiment. It was the conditions of proof, as
distinguished from discovery, that remained to be established
by the philosophic experientialists. The rationalistic error was
not in inventing theories before finding out all that can be
known of the facts, but in supposing that there can be any valid
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deduction of a natural process from principles of knowledge apart
from the constant appeal to experience.

This error, as Dr. Koenig shows, assumed two forms. One of
its forms was the supposition that effects can be deduced from
causes by the logical law of Identity. The other was the attempt
to construct natural laws by pure mathematics. In the thinkers
of the seventeenth century the two forms are not clearly distinguish-
able. Among the post-Kantians Herbart illustrates the attempt
to reduce all science—mathematics included—to formal logic;
while the idea of a geometrical construction of effects from causes
is illustrated in its purity by Trendelenburg. The Herbartian
view, looked at from one side, is an extreme rationalism. Yet
when the Kantian distinction between "analytic " and " synthetic"
judgments disappears in' complete vagueness, so that no a priori
is recognised but the laws of formal logic, an approach is made
to experientialism.

The first advance beyond pure rationalism on its own lines was
the introduction by Leibniz of the principle of " sufficient reason,"
or of "ground and consequent," as a scientific principle. Theo-
retically it was still held that all laws ought to be deduced from
immediately evident principles of knowledge; but, when deduction
was impossible, the actual existence of an experimental sequence
under proper conditions was held to indicate that one phenomenon
is the " cause " of another which constantly follows i t That is
to say, if we knew its nature thoroughly we should be able to
think it as the intelligible "ground " of the " effect," or succeed-
ing phenomenon, which accordingly is to be regarded as its
" consequent". The appeal to experience was admitted more
explicitly by Wolff, who expressly asserted the distinction
between the " ideal" and the " r ea l " ground, left vague by
Leibniz; and still more explicitly by Crusius, who made the
real co-ordinate with the ideal ground, to which it had hitherto
been subordinated. Thus the Leibnizian rationalism, even
before Kant, was still further weakened.

In the meantime the rationalistic view, consistently worked
out, had led to the assertion of a stringent determinism. Spinoza
had here developed the doctrine to its legitimate conclusion. He
also, first of the moderns, had found a reconciliation of determinism
with the " moral freedom " of man. This was not a new problem
taken up by Leibniz, as it is sometimes made to appear; nor did
Leibniz, in his solution of it, succeed in attenuating the Spinoz-
istic determinism to the smallest extent. His " moral" or
" teleological " determination is no less really " necessary " than
the logical or mathematical determination of Spinoza.

On the ground of experientialism Hobbes had already asserted
a deterministic'doctrine as rigorous as Spinoza's. By Hobbes
and Spinoza, whether determinism was strictly demonstrated or
not, the proof of " metaphysical freedom" drawn from the
declaration of self-consciousness had been rendered once for all
impossible. This is henceforth a " classical truth "
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The. further transformation of rationalism by Kant consisted,
so far as causation is concerned, in assigning not only all particular
causal sequences, but the form itself of the causal relation, to ex-
perience ; the thinking mind being held to contribute simply the
affirmation of the causal relation as " necessary ". This affirma-
tion is a priori because it is added to the " given " experience.
And nothing in it is a priori but the " intrinsic constraint" by
which the given causal order is turned into a necessary connexion.
Thus rationalism in its older form has entirely disappeared. The
results of the English critical movement have been incorporated
in the Kn.ntin.ri doctrine. The doctrine is now, as the author
expresses it, " Positivism "—but with " Apriorism " superposed.

Moreexactly, while upholding "Positivism" against "Rational-
ism," and "Phenomenalism" against "Realism," Dr. Koenig at
the same time places himself on the side of " Apriorism " against
" Empiricism," and of " Intellectualism" (as he says) against
" Sensualism". To understand his theory of Kant's view of
causation we must therefore follow out separately his history of
the a priori doctrine in modern philosophy.

The " a priori '' is not the " innate ". Locke's polemic against
"innate ideas" present as such before "perceptions," was fully
justified. Even in the Cartesian school, innate ideas have a
"logical" rather than a "psychological" significance, though
Descartes did not always make the distinction sufficiently clear.
Leibniz in his polemic against Locke, insisted more expressly on
this distinction, and, by nis insistence on it, was the first to put
forward " theory of knowledge" as a philosophical doctrine inde-
pendent of psychology. Both Descartes and Leibniz had at the
same time attempted a psychological defence of their common
doctrine. Ideas, it was said, are present in the mind before ex-
perience " potentially" though not actually. Leibniz therefore
professed, along with logical "apriorism" a form of psychological
"nativism". Kant went beyond this point and effectually estab-
lished "apriorism" as a theory of knowledge without mixture of
psychology. Knowledge, he held, can only be explained in virtue
of a priori elements, "logical" and not " psychological ". What
philosophy needs is an "epistemological hypothesis" showing
now certain "transcendental" elements, as they may be called,
since they are not discoverable in experience, but are necessary to
constitute it, can explain knowledge, which cannot be explained
without them. Such an epistemological hypothesis is furnished
by the Kantian system.

The distinction between psychology and logic, it may be at
once conceded to Dr. Koenig, is a very important one. But is it
applicable in the particular way he here contends for? Are not
all elements in " knowledge" elements in mind, and, as such,
part of the subject-matter of psychological science? It may be
said that "psychological" elements become "logical" when they are
either naturally in conformity with, or are voluntarily brought
into conformity with a certain intellectual " norm ": but they do
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not for that cease to be psychological; and the bringing of them
into conformity with a norm is itself a psychological process.
Dr. Koenig even is disposed to find in Prof. Wundt's "apper-
ception" the intellectual " activity" that contributes the a priori
element in knowledge. This, he supposes, may turn merely
"associative" into "logical" processes. But "apperception,"
if it exists at all, is a psychological phenomenon just as much as the
mere associative process to which it is supposed to add itself.

These remarks have reference to Thought in general rather
than to the special question of Cause. When we turn to this,
the point becomes stall clearer. Every a priori theory of Cause
consists essentially in the attempt to show that there is some
mental (that is, psychological) element in the conception, to the
mere nature of which belongs the conferring of logical validity.
That this is the case with an a priori theory such as that of Maine de
Biran—"the French Kant"—Dr. Koenig admits. Here the
causal conception is derived from experiences of volition ; in these
experiences causal efficiency is supposed to be known directly.
Dr. Koenig's criticism is that, although this theory of the causal
conception may be true as a theory of its psychological origin,
the validity of the law of causation is not thereby proved. But,
in Kant's own theory, is it otherwise than by leaving the con-
ception of mental "activity" quite vague that the appearance
comes of introducing into the mental life something that is not
"psychological" at all, but purely "logical"? If an accurate
expression is desired for the "a priori elements in knowledge,"
where can this be looked for but in a determination of them by
psychological analysis ?

" Apriorism" it is clear, needs a psychological basis as much
as experientialism. Experientialism, on the other side, can em-
ploy the distinction between logic and psychology for the vindica-
tion of scientific knowledge just as much as " apriorism ". It was
in Dart the mixture of psychological with logical points of view
which, in Hume's theory of Cause, gave the experiential doctrine
its sceptical colouring. To have shown this, according to Dr.
Koenig, was a considerable portion of Kant's service. Now if,
in reference to the conception of cause, Kant had simply pointed
out this distinction, and for the rest accepted Hume's doctrine,
his position would have been pure experientialism. Unless his
" apriorism " can deal more effectively with the sceptical view of
Cause than by a distinction which the experientialist can also make,
it seems, from the logical point of view, a superfluous addition.

While taking from Hume the conception of causation as a
particular kind of sequence, Kant, in Dr. Koenig's view, made it
possible, as it is not for the pure experientialist, to regard causa-
tion as "necessary"; and this he was enabled to do by his
philosophical "hypothesis". In this hypothesis consisted his
material advance on Leibniz. While Leibniz had assumed a
merely "analytic" function of the mind, Kant assumed an original
"synthetic" function. "Synthetic knowledge a priori, " made
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possible by this function, is found first of all in mathematical
axioms; but the synthetic function of the mind contributes also
an element' to the conception of Cause. Into the question of
mathematical axioms and its solution on experiential grounds it
is not necessary to enter. The question of Cause is what we have
specially to deal with; and it can be treated separately. It may
be admitted that the clear distinction of mathematical axioms,
under the provisional designation of " synthetic judgments a
priori," from formal inferences on the one side and from a
posteriori knowledge of natural processes on the other, was a very
important step in theory of knowledge, and constituted a definite
problem for experientialism; and yet it may be contended that
tke special Kantian apparatus has done nothing for the problem
of Cause. To decide upon its value here, let us see first more
precisely what can be done by experientialism. Dr. Koenig
himself provides us with material for the decision.

The causal axiom, in his view, is essentially an assertion of
" invariable, and unconditional sequence". This view he finds
with greater or less perfection in Hume, Kant, Schopenhauer,
and Mill. To Hume he ascribes the first quite definite determina-
tion of the causal problem; to Kant the Danishment of Hume's
scepticism by means of the a priori doctrine; to Mill the state-
ment of accurate criteria by which causal connexions may be dis-
tinguished from connexions that are not causal; and to Schopen-
hauer an anticipation, mixed with some inconsistencies, of the
special form taken by phenomenism in Mill's view of Cause.
Against Mr. Spencer and others, he urges that the causal axiom,
as applying to sequences, cannot be deduced from any law of
"persistence" or "conservation". The law of conservation of
energy does not tell us what other form of energy will emerge as
the result of the disappearance of energy in one form ; it only
tells us that the quantity will remain unchanged. Phenomena
may involve the presence of the same quantity of energy and yet
be qualitatively different. The law of conservation, therefore, does
not necessarily imply that the same cause has always the same
(qualitative) effect. But this is required by science, and is as-
serted by the causal law iu its ordinary form.

In recent times, the establishment of the principle of conserva-
tion of energy has helped to bring back the view of cause and
effect as " identical". A " law of identity " of cause and effect,
in the sense of quantitative equivalence, might perhaps be allowed
if it were not for the tendency to regard it as deducible from the
logical law of the same name. Dr. Koenig, in complete accord-
ance with experiential principles, shows the impossibility of
any such deduction. The Heraclitean doctrine of "absolute
becoming", as it is well said in a quotation he makes from
Lotze (ii. 167), cannot be refuted by the logical law of Identity;
" for this only asserts that m is m in cast it is, and so long as it is,
but whether it is, and whether it must always be if it is once, upon
those points the law decides nothing". A physical " law of
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identity," in short, is an assertion about real existence, and no
one can be forced to admit it by the mere requirement of
intellectual consistency. In this respect—that is to say, in being
a material and not a purely formal principle—it is entirely on the
same ground as the law of causation of successive events.

This view in its general sense, an experientialist must accept.
Yet perhaps rather more significance ought to be assigned
to laws of Conservation than Dr. Koenig allows. It may be con-
ceded that such laws are not by themselves sufficient to express
the Uniformity of Nature in its full meaning; yet they are the
most stringent expressions of that principle. A physical " law of
identity *' has even a certain special force against tne sceptical view
of causation. The scientific statement of it is more easily detached
from any psychological account of the way in which it was arrived
at, than is the law of successive events. To show how we come
to believe that " every event has a cause," and how our belief
might be determined even if the proposition were not true, seems
to throw doubt on the truth of the proposition itself. The causa-
tion of successive events is undoubtedly capable of scientific inter-
pretation as Mill has shown ; and it is indispensable scientifically :
but the popular origin of the belief in causation clings to it. A
law of conservation is not only more easily viewed with regard
simply to its truth or falsehood, but also, if we seek for its origin,
we find it in the first impulses of speculation rather than in the
" customary conjunctions '' of common sense.

Up to this point, what Dr. Koenig lays .down, and what has
been said by way of objection or supplement, is all on the ground
of experientialism. The position that can now be stated is this.
Psychologically, either the view of Hume or of Maine de Biran as
to the origin of the belief in causation might be accepted, and the
truth of the causal law would neither be proved nor disproved.
The belief may have its root in experiences of volition, or it may
spring simply from observations of external sequences. In either
case, the law of causation is to be affirmed not because of its origin,
but because it is an indispensable postulate of scientific investiga-
tion, and is constantly verified and never contradicted by duly
tested experience. Nevertheless, it must be admitted that there
remains always for the experientialist the logical possibility of an
exception to it. This is much insisted on by Dr. Koenig; and he
apparently regards it as the great logical difficulty passed on from
Hume to Kant, and not to be solved except by the Kantian
" apriori8m ".

There is of course no absolute inconsistency between this view
and the admission, which Dr. Koenig makes, that the form of
temporal succession, asserted by Kant as the " schema " of Cause,
cannot be deduced on Kantian principles; or at least that the de-
duction of it is a gap which no Kantian has yet filled up. For
" apriorism," in Dr. Koenig's interpretation, does not profess to
assign even the form of the causal connexion without an appeal to
experience. By this interpretation, one great difficulty of
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Kantianism is undoubtedly avoided. A more serious difficulty,
however, remains. For it seems as if, when the " synthetic unity
of apperception " has once conferred " necessity1' of thought, no
scepticism as to the strict universality of the causal connexion
ought to be any longer possible. Yet, for Dr. Koenig, it is not
only possible but legitimate. . The position of Lotze, that absolutely
" new " causes are from time to time introduced into the world,
is, he says, for the Kantian as well as for the pure experientialist,
irrefutable. Where then is the gain for the Kantian? Is the
Kantian position, thus interpreted, even self-consistent ?

In any attempt at solution of the logical difficulty put by the
sceptic, Kantianism would have to proceed on precisely the same
lines as experientialism. Even for the theoretical sceptic as to
universal causation, there may, as Hume showed, be no grounds
for holding the uniformity of nature to have ever actually been
interrupted. Further, if we desire a consistent metaphysical
doctrine, we may be impelled to an absolute determinism carry-
ing with it uninterrupted uniformity of nature as a corollary. A
metaphysic like that of Lotze may be rejected because it does not
give intellectual satisfaction. The adherent of Kant's theory of
knowledge has here exactly the same arguments at command as
the experientialist; but he has no advantage.

Two points may now be selected where the Kantian influence
seems to have made Dr. Koenig take up a more uncertain position
than he would otherwise have done. The first is as to the rela-
tion of mind and body. Psychological causation and physical
causation, he would feel himself obliged to hold, must be treated
as unbroken and without mutual interference, if it were not for
the "activity of apperception". This he takes as a fact, and
finds to be the only fact inconsistent with a denial of " psycho-
physical" causation, or the production of physical effects by a
psychical activity that has ho organic correlate. Isolated as it
is, the fact cannot be denied; fpr it is required to explain the
" intrinsic constraint" from which comes the peculiar necessity of
a priori truths. With some other writers, he accordingly finds it
an advantage in Hume's and Mill's theory of Cause that " psycho-
physical" and " physico-psychical " causation are not excluded on
principle. There is, it may be allowed, in the denial of any real
break either in the series of mental or physical causes a reasser-
tion of an old rationalistic position. The experiential philosopher,
however, has no difficulty in modifying Hume's or Mill's thought
to this extent. The Kantian " apriorism," on the contrary, has
introduced a special difficulty, as we see. To Dr. Koenig this
difficulty appears so great that it leads him to reject what he
admits to be otherwise the most consistent view, and the view
best supported by experience.

The second point is as to the form of idealism to be adopted.
Dr. Koenig holds firmly to the Kantian "Transcendental
Idealism". This idealism, he acknowledges, has something in
common with "Transcendental Realism"—the distinctive point
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of which is to retain in a more or less attenuated form the belief
in an existence that is nothing if not "objective," and that yet
has a reality apart from its relations to all subjects. In common
with this doctrine, it refuses to resolve " the object of the naive
realist" into "mere representations". It recognises the rights of
" empirical realism " against " empirical idealism ". In other
words, Dr. Eoenig, like most Kantians, stops short of the con-
sistent idealism arrived at on experiential grounds. The con-
nexion of " apriorism " with this inconsequence is evident when
he admits that Kantianism involves a difficulty never yet solved—
and which he himself does not profess to solve—in the " co-
incidence of the empirical (corporeal) with the transcendental
subject". For a thoroughgoing idealism this difficulty does
not exist. When idealism is held quite consistently, the " cor-
poreal subject" (as it has been, put) is purely phenomenal. On
the common ground of an idealistic and experiential theory
of knowledge, different metaphysical doctrines may be arrived a t ;
but the particular difficulty of accounting for the manifestation
of a''transcendental subject" in a material organism has dis-
appeared. Dr. Koenig's own view, except at certain points, is
consistently phenomenist. His lapses into realism are clearly
due to over-strict adherence to Kant.

Generally, there is more in Dr. Koenig's book for an experi-
entialist to agree with than to disagree with. No attempt has
been made to convey an idea of his full and careful examinations
of particular thinkers. It can only be said that his exposition is
of sustained excellence; being everywhere clear, impartial and
appreciative. The result of the whole is to display one thing
especially ; and that is the steady philosophical advance that has
been made in the discrimination 01 scientific conceptions and in
the interpretation of natural law. To show this, no schematic
arrangement of thinkers according to a theory of the historical
movement has been necessary. When, in the first volume, Dr.
Koenig places the Continental rationalists in a series by them-
selves, then the English experientialists, and lastly Kant (with
Reid interpolated), he simply follows the traditional order without
intending to maintain that either series is a wholly separate move-
ment uninfluenced by the other. Indeed, he remarks that one of
the few cases of strict " continuity " that the history of philosophy
presents is the discussion of mental " relations " by Hume, Kant
and Herbart. The typical example of philosophical continuity is,
with him, the succession from Locke, through Berkeley, to Hume.
This absence of any attempt at exact historical arrangement of
thinkers in a line of development makes the advance that the
reader may see in the whole movement, and the continuity of the
movement in a certain sense, more impressive. Perhaps it ought
to be added that—as Dr. Koenig has borne in mind—a condition
of perceiving the development is to keep in view especially the
philosophy that has been in some kind of contact with science.
This does not seem unreasonable when that which is in question
is the logic of scientific thought THOMAS WHITTAKEB.
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